To test the validity of the Test of Phoneme Identities
there. In contrast, we do not expect generalized sensitivity to emerge with other critical concepts in early childhood education. For example, we would not expect children to achieve letter recognition by developing sensitivity to initial letters, final letters, and finally to complete spellings. We teach letters one by one.
J L R Recent research suggests the phoneme awareness that is causal in learnTest of ing to read is knowledge of phoneme identities rather than skill in maPhoneme nipulatingphonemes (Byrne &Fielding-Barnsley,i989,1990,i99i; Murray, Identities 1998) . Phoneme-to-word matching tests are prototypical tests of phoneme identities. For example, Wallach and Wallach (1979) told children entering first grade, "Some words start with the sound /m/, like ma or mud or me" (p. 200), and asked them to decide which illustrated word matched the isolated sound ("Does man or house start with /m/?"). This simple test discriminated children who were well prepared for first grade from those likely to struggle with learning to read. Murray (1998) found that instruction in phoneme manipulation improved blending and segmentation ability but made little difference in kindergarten children's alphabetic insight, that is, in their ability to apply the alphabetic principle that letters represent phonemes in words. In this study, all participants were taught to associate eight letters with their sounds, for example, to say "sss" when shown the letter S. A manipulation group was taught to segment and blend any phoneme, while an identity group was taught the identities of the eight phonemes symbolized by the letters one phoneme at a time. A control group listened to stories read aloud and composed language experience stories. The manipulation group surpassed the other groups in segmentation and blending, but these children did not demonstrate alphabetic insight; they could not reliably determine, for example, whether the printed word MAD represented mad or sad. In contrast, children taught the eight phoneme identities were more likely to use correspondences to distinguish rhyming words, that is, to achieve alphabetic insight. Knowledge of phoneme identities helped them understand correspondences well enough to use initial letters in identifying words. Still, results of this study were ambiguous, because the children taught phoneme identities did not demonstrate superior phoneme awareness in posttests. This may have owed to the insensitivity of the experimental measures of phoneme awareness with kindergarten children.
One reason phoneme awareness is hard to measure is its reciprocal relationship with early decoding ability (Stanovich, 1986) . Intervention studies provide concerted evidence that learning to identify phonemes makes learning to decode easier for children, even when phoneme training is kept separate from decoding instruction (Lundberg, Frost, & Petersen, 1988; Murray, 1998 ). Yet studies also show that learning to decode enhances phoneme awareness (Hatcher, Hulme, & Ellis, 1994; Hohn & Ehri, 1983) . If learning to decode reciprocally improves phoneme awareness, measures of phoneme awareness may reveal a consequence of learning to read rather than a cause. Measuring a consequence of literacy is of little value when J L R we hope to strike at the root of reading difficulties before they develop Murray, Smith, (Stanovich, 1986) . To identify children at risk, we need valid measures of & Murray phoneme awareness that are sensitive to children's learning potential before they begin to read. Designing a test of phoneme awareness is fraught with special difficulties, because the children we examine are so young. Phoneme awareness tests may confuse young children with complex instructions; for example, in the Lindamood Auditory Conceptualization Test (Lindamood & Lindamood, 1971 ), children are asked to segment pseudowords into phonemes, using blocks of different colors to represent different phonemes. Phoneme awareness tests may falsely assume children have experience pronouncing phonemes in isolation; for example, in segmentation tests, children are asked to report phonemes, but sometimes they respond with letter names (Stahl & Murray, 1994) . Phoneme awareness tests may make excessive demands on children's working memories; for example, Bradley and Bryant's (1985) oddity test requires children to hold several different words in memory while making mental comparisons of phonemes, a task likely to overtax the working memories of most young children. A developmentally appropriate test of phoneme awareness should have simple instructions that neither assume familiarity with isolated phonemes nor overreach children's working memory capacity.
The aim of this study was to examine the reliability and predictive validity of the Test of Phoneme Identities, a newmeasure of phoneme awareness designed to measure children's potential for alphabetic insight in a way developmentally appropriate for young children. Such a measure would provide a research-based predictor of children's potential for learning to read well before they enter formal reading instruction. Teachers could use the test to better identify children at risk for reading failure and to take steps to address incipient reading difficulties. They could use the measure to clarify the concept of phoneme awareness for themselves, help them design effective instruction, and provide a reliable means to measure learning gains. Researchers armed with a preliterate measure of phoneme awareness could refine their theoretical understanding of phoneme awareness, explore its ramifications as a causal factor in reading acquisition, and better assess the effectiveness of early literacy interventions.
But how is such a measure validated? If the rationale for a phoneme awareness test is to predict how easily children will learn to decode, the most critical means of establishing validity is a dynamic assessment. In a dynamic assessment, the researcher teaches children a useful strategy and then measures their relative ease of learning. (In the alternative longitudinal study, a host of extraneous variables will intervene, necessitating a larger subject pool and, of course, a longer amount of time.)
A notable attempt to validate measures of phoneme awareness was car-J L R ried out by Hallie Yopp (1988) . Yopp determined the predictive value of Test of each measure by correlating it with a dynamic assessment in which kinPhoneme dergartners learned a group of six simple pseudowords to a criterion of Identities two correct trials. Yopp modeled sounding out and blending each word, and then asked her participants to read the words. The three best predictors of learning among the measures she examined each involved some segmentation variant: Yopp's sound isolation, Goldstein's phoneme segmentation, and Yopp and Singer's phoneme segmentation (Yopp, 1988 ).
Yopp's choice of dynamic assessments is questionable. Reading pseudowords requires full alphabetic decoding, characterized by the ability to decode words never read before by blending the phonemes cued by letters into a pronunciation (Ehri,i99i,1998) . Children must use correspondences for each letter to identify the constituent phonemes and blend these phonemes to generate a pronunciation, with neither lexical entry for word identification nor contextual support. Yopp (1988) did not explain how to read the words, and she conducted only six modeling and testing trials in a single session. This instruction was probably not explicit enough for kindergartners. Murray (199 8) found only a handful of kindergarten children could parlay the results of phoneme identity instruction to decode pseudowords, even after 15 instructional sessions.
Though Yopp (1988) found that segmentation tests best predicted success in her dynamic assessment, Stahl and Murray (1994) found evidence that segmentation ability is a result of learning to read rather than a cause. They compared children's performance on a variety of phoneme awareness measures, using items that controlled for the linguistic complexity of the stimulus words. For example, segmentation performance on words with cluster onsets was compared with blending, isolation, and deletion performance using similar words with cluster onsets. A scattergram analysis indicated that the ability to read a preprimer word list preceded success on the segmentation task. Thus, Yopp's (1988) high correlations between the learning criterion and the segmentation tests may have simply indicated that children learning to read and spell words are concurrently learning to segment. Consistent with this view, Yopp did not use screening tests to eliminate children who already knew how to read in selecting kindergarten participants. Thus, the children who mastered her dynamic assessment may have already begun to read.
The present study was designed to compare the Test of Phoneme Identities (TPI) with two popular tests of phoneme awareness, the Yopp-Singer Segmentation Test (Yopp,i995) and the Test of Phonological Awareness (TOPA, Torgesen & Bryant, 1994) . In the TPI, children play a "repeating game" in which they repeat a sentence introducing two words they will test for a J L R phoneme, for example, "We have tar on our car." Next they repeat an isoMurray, Smith, lated phoneme (/k/), and then they are asked which word has the pho-& Murray neme ("Do you hear /k/ in tar or carl").
Measures of alphabet knowledge and nursery rhyme knowledge were taken as additional estimates of reading potential and as possible explanatory factors for reading progress. All children were screened for phonetic cue reading, a form of rudimentary decoding that indicates alphabetic insight. Only children who scored below criterion on the test of phonetic cue reading participated in a dynamic assessment of reading. These prealphabetic readers received phoneme awareness instruction in the form of a lesson on using the letters S and M as phonetic cues. They were taught to use the beginning letter of a word (e.g., SEAL) to distinguish it from a rhyming word (e.g., MEAL). The number of trials it took them to use phonetic cues to distinguish rhyming printed words represented their relative ease in gaining alphabetic insight, the first step in learning to decode.
We predicted that the TPI would b e reliable and strongly correlated with other measures of phoneme awareness and would correlate with a rudimentary decoding measure (a concurrent measure of early reading) as well as its competitors. But given the purpose of measuring potential for alphabetic understanding in prealphabetic readers, we predicted the TPI would explain more variation in learning to read phonetic cues than its competitors for children who had not yet developed alphabetic insight.
Beyond the validation question, this study allows examination of some broader issues concerning alphabetic insight. Can we explain alphabetic insight as a function of phoneme awareness or other literacy predictors? Could results on particular tests of phoneme awareness, including the TPI, be explained by other variables? Does the analysis of phoneme awareness tests reveal anything about the nature of phoneme awareness and how it can be taught?
Procedures

Participants
Ninety-seven kindergarten students participated in the study. Of this total, 35 (36%) were African American, 6 (6%) were Asian American, and 5 6 (58%) were European American. There were 54 girls (56%) and 43 boys (44%). All students attended an all-kindergarten public school in a small city in the southeastern United States. The children represented a wide range of socioeconomic status. They ranged in age from 5.5 to 7.3 years, with a mean age of 6.3 years (so = .4). Students from 12 classrooms participated in the study. We included all children who returned permission forms signed by their parents. Of the 97 participants, 34 children were J L R identified as prealphabetic readers for the purpose of instruction in the Test of dynamic assessment of learning. Half (17) of the prealphabetic readers were Phoneme African American, and half (17) were European American; 19 were boys Identities (56%), and 15 were girls (44%).
We carried out the testing and trial teaching during the early months of 1997. We met with each child twice in sessions ranging from 20 to 40 minutes. Testing and trial teaching took place in a quiet area outside the children's classrooms, usually a station on the carpeted floor of the corridor. We used three-sided project boards of corrugated cardboard to screen out distractions.
Tests Administered
We began the initial session with a test of nursery rhyme knowledge. We included this measure to assess children's home experiences with phonological wordplay, a possible explanatory factor in understanding performance on tests of phoneme awareness and alphabetic insight. A group of British researchers (Bryant, Bradley, Maclean, & Crossland, 19 89 ; Maclean, Bryant, & Bradley, 1987) found that children's knowledge of five common nursery rhymes at age 3 predicted their phonological awareness and early reading and spelling achievement 3 years later at school entry. We asked children to recite what they could remember from 10 nursery rhymes (Baa, Baa, Black Sheep; Hickory, Dickory, Dock; Humpty Dumpty; Jack and Jill; Twinkle, Twinkle, Little Star; Hey, Diddle, Diddle; Little Miss Muffet; Mary Had a Little Lamb; Pease, Porridge Hot; and Old Mother Hubbard) . Each item was prompted by the first line of the rhyme that included the initial rhyming word (e.g., "Baa baa, black sheep, have you any wool?"). Scores ranged from o to 2. One point was given for a response that encompassed the next complete line to the matching rhyming word (e.g., "Yes, sir, yes, sir, three bags full"), and an extra point was awarded for recalling any additional words in the verse.
Next, we assessed knowledge of the lowercase alphabet by presenting a page of 28 nonalphabetized lowercase letters (2 6 letters plus alternate forms of a and g) and timing participants' letter naming. A timed measure was used to increase the predictive power by separating those who could name letters accurately but slowly from those who could name them instantly and automatically.
Then we administered the pretest form of the TPI, the new phoneme awareness test we hoped to validate. The TPI is presented as a "repeating game" in which the student echoes playful sentences and pronounces isolated phonemes before he or she is asked to select a word with the targeted J L R phoneme. For instance, the examiner says,"Say,'We'll see the moon soon.'" Murray, Smith, After the child repeats the sentence, the examiner says, "Now say /s/." After & Murray the response, the examiner asks, "Do you hear I si in moon or soon 7 ." The TPI has 38 such items and requires about 10 minutes to administer. Each item assesses the identity of a unique phoneme; with 38 items, the TPI covers most English phonemes. The complete text of the pretest is presented in Table 1 .
Next we administered the Yopp-Singer Test of Phoneme Segmentation (Yopp, 1995) . In the Yopp-Singer, the examiner pronounces a word and asks the participant to report all the phonemes. For example, given dog, children are asked to "break the word apart" and "tell me each sound in the word in order" to get lâl loi /g/. Children receive feedback throughout the test, and items are marked either right or wrong without partial credit.
Another phoneme awareness measure given during the initial session was the Test of Phonological Awareness (TOPA), a commercially published standardized test with established norms (Torgesen & Bryant, 1994) . This test uses rows of illustrated words to help children remember words and make comparisons. The TOPA is a word-to-word matching test; the examiner does not explicitly isolate and pronounce the critical phoneme. In part one, children hear a target word and see its illustration, and then search through three other illustrated words to find a matching word with the same beginning phoneme. For example, given bat, they decide if horn, bed, or cup begins with the same phoneme. In part two, they search a set of four illustrated words (e.g., bed, bus, chair, and ball) for a word that begins with a phoneme different from the others.
As a screening test of decoding ability, we gave a test of phonetic cue reading. Phonetic cue reading is using the initial or boundary letters of a word to generate a partial pronunciation sufficient to identify a word from among activated words (Ehri, 1991) . In this test, the examiner presents a word printed in capital letters (e.g., MAD), and asks which of two rhyming words it is (e.g., "Is this sad or mad?).
The complete test of phonetic cue reading is shown in Table 2 . Children who scored beyond chance on this forced-choice measure, stipulated as 10 or better out of 12 items, were excused from instruction during the second session of testing, because their performance indicated they probably had the alphabetic insight we intended to teach. The criterion of 10 of 12 correct on the test of phonetic cue reading is based on the probabilities of chance performance given a forced choice. The probability of getting 9 of 12 correct by chance is .0537, slightly above the liberal alpha standard of .05. The probability of getting 10 of 12 correct by chance is about .02, a more conservative criterion. Most children (63 of the 97 participants) achieved this level of performance and were excused from the trial teaching. J L R We began the second session by giving the posttest version of the TPI Murray, Smith, to all participants. The posttest is an equivalent form of the TPI. Most items & Murray on the posttest version require the student to locate the same phoneme at the opposite end of the word; if the phoneme is presented in the initial position on the pretest item, the phoneme is presented in the word-final position on the posttest, and vice versa. The educational purpose of the posttest is to measure phoneme awareness after instruction. It allows an examiner to test for overall gains in phoneme awareness without reusing the same items, and it also provides a means of checking on whether particular phonemes (e.g., short vowels) have been identified. Children who scored below 10 on the test of phonetic cue reading continued with a dynamic assessment of learning with testing interspersed among teaching episodes. They participated in a lesson about the phonemes represented by the letters M and S. Instruction followed a script adapted from the phoneme identification program employed in a previous study (Murray, 199 8 ; the teaching script adapted for the present study may be found in the Appendix). The instructional script provided for 17 teaching and testing segments. After each teaching segment, the participants were tested for alphabetic insight. In each testing segment, a participant was shown a word printed in capital letters; each word began with M or S. The child was asked to identify the word given a rhyming pair of spoken words. For example, shown MOUTH, the participant was asked, "Is this south or mouth?" If the question was answered correctly, the next card was Table 2 . Test of Phonetic Cue Reading Materials: Individual cards with the words in the "card" column printed in capital letters.
Instructions: I'm going to show you some words, and I'm going to tell you two words it might be. See if you can use the beginning letter to figure out which word it is. tendered, until a criterion of five consecutive correct responses was reached, in which case the lesson ended. If the student answered incorrectly on any item, the examiner resumed teaching with the next planned instructional segment. We assumed each test was equally difficult, because in each case theparticipantlookedataprmtedwordbeginningwithMorS(e.g.,MAP), J LR in which M or S represented the entire onset, and was asked which of two Test of words it might be ("Is this sap or map?). Each lesson segment was brief Phoneme (see Appendix), and a test could involve from one to five words. Even so, Identities fatigue was inevitable, and we limited the teaching to 17 instructional segments. When an item was failed on Test 17, the session ended.
Children received a score indicating the trial number during which they met the criterion, representing their relative difficulty in learning to use phonetic cues to identify words. For example, a participant who gave 5 consecutive correct answers during Test 1 received a score of 1, and one who met the criterion during test 9 received a score of 9. Participants unable to meet the criterion after 17 lesson segments were assigned a score of 18. Thus, a high score indicates that much teaching and many trials were needed to attain alphabetic insight, and a low score indicates the student mastered the concepts easily.
Results
Descriptives
Means, standard deviations, and ranges for the principal measures of this study are presented in Table 3 . Table 4 shows the intercorrelations of the principal measures used in the study. Correlations with phonetic cue reading, a concurrent measure of alphabetic insight and rudimentary decoding, are shown in the final column. The two versions of the TPI, the Yopp-Singer,and the TOPA all correlate with the test of phonetic cue reading around r = .6. In other words, all three phoneme awareness measures rise or fall with early reading ability. A different picture emerges when the correlations are computed only for the 34 prealphabetic readers who failed the test of phonetic cue reading. The results are shown in Table 5 . In the absence of reading ability, the strongest correlate of phonetic cue reading is accuracy of letter naming (r = .58), and the second strongest is knowledge of nursery rhymes (r = .41). A new variable, Trials, has been added, a variable that relates only to prealphabetic readers, because only they undertook the lessons from which trials were counted. All correlations are strikingly reduced from the full sample. Both the Yopp-Singer and the TOPA are moderately correlated with phonetic cue reading, whereas neither version of the TPI is significantly correlated with early reading in a population of children who do not consistently read phonetic cues. This is consistent with the view that children who succeed on the Yopp-Singer and the TOPA tend to be the children who already have some dawning alphabetic insight. Why wasn't the posttest version of the TPI significantly correlated with Trials? The TPI is fairly lengthy (38 verbal items, with administration time about 10 minutes), and participants had taken it only a few days earlier.
J L R Some prealphabetic readers, unable to recognize phonemes, may have reTest of sorted to guessing strategies. Table 6 displays the mean scores of beginPhoneme ning readers (those who scored at least 10 on the test of phonetic cue readIdentities ing) and prealphabetic readers (those who scored below 10) in the measures of phoneme awareness and shows the results of t tests for independent samples. The scores of children with and without alphabetic insight were significantly different on all measures of phoneme awareness, with the children who scored at chance levels on the Test of Phonetic Cue Reading showing relatively low phoneme awareness. These prealphabetic readers found it difficult to determine, for example, whether /k/ was heard in tar or car. Many seemed to adopt a guessing strategy given the forced-choice format, for example, choosing the second option for each item. Such guessing probably introduced more chance variation into the posttest scores.
What is chiefly at issue in this validation study is not concurrent correlation, but predictive validity. Predictive validity is seen here in the correlations between the predictive variables and the number of trials children needed to achieve alphabetic insight. The strongest predictor was the TPI pretest, r = -.47 (the negative sign means that higher TPI scores accompanied fewer learning trials, i.e., more rapid learning). The Yopp-Singer showed similar predictive correlation (r = -.44) with learning trials. The TOPA (r = -14) was not a significant predictor for these prealphabetic readers. Early reading ability as indicated by the test of phonetic cue reading was also a moderate predictor of learning potential (r = -.45), suggesting that some students included in the trial teaching in fact had some understanding of the alphabetic principle, despite the fact that they did not meet the criterion of 10 out of 12 correct on the test of phonetic cue reading.
J LR Murray, Smith, Multiple regression & Murray
Two types of questions were addressed with multiple regression analysis. First, given the entire sample of kindergartners, which variables explain alphabetic insight, here seen as the ability to read phonetic cues? Could results on any phoneme awareness tests be explained by reference to other variables? Second, given only prealphabetic readers, children unable to read phonetic cues to a criterion of 10 out of 12 correct, which variables explain children's potential to gain alphabetic insight, operationalized as the number of trials needed to reach a criterion of five consecutive correct phonetic cue readings in the course of a series of phoneme awareness lessons? To determine which variables explain phonetic cue reading, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was first carried out with Phonetic Cue Reading as the criterion variable (see Table 7 ). All 97 participants were included in this analysis. Letter naming accuracy, letter naming speed, the pretest version of the TPI, the TOPA, the Yopp-Singer, and the nursery rhyme task were proffered as predictor variables. The TOPA (ß = .27) entered the equation first, explaining 38% of the variance (adjusted R 2 ). Next, the YoppSinger (ß = .23) entered, explaining an additional 8% of the variance. Letter naming accuracy (ß = .21) entered third, explaining 3% more variance, followed by the TPI pretest (ß = .20), which added 2% to the total variance explained. Neither speed of letter naming or nursery rhyme recall added significant variation. The multiple correlation for the four significant variables was R = .73, and the adjusted R 2 for the multiple regression equation was .51. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was also used to probe the results of the three tests of phoneme awareness given in this study, again including scores of the total sample. For each test, letter naming accuracy, letter naming speed, and the nursery rhyme task were entered along with the other two phoneme awareness tests. The TPI was best explained with the J L R Yopp-Singer (ß = .40), the TOPA (ß = .23), and nursery rhyme knowledge Test of (ß = .22); neither letter naming accuracy nor speed contributed significant Phoneme variation. The Yopp-Singer was best explained with the TPI (ß = .43), letIdentities ter naming time (ß = -.27), and nursery rhyme knowledge (ß = .19); neither the TOPA nor letter naming accuracy explained significant variation. Scores on the TOPA were best explained by the TPI (ß = .27),letter naming speed (ß = -.24), the Yopp-Singer (ß -.21), and letter naming accuracy (ß = .19); knowledge of nursery rhymes was not a significant predictor. Performance on both the Yopp-Singer and the TOPA, unlike the TPI, is explained by letter naming proficiency, which suggests they are influenced by orthographic knowledge.
The crucial validation question for a phoneme awareness test concerns its ability to predict prealphabetic readers' potential for learning to decode. To determine which variables presaged children's learning, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out with Trials, the number of lessons required for a student to reach the learning criterion, as the criterion variable. Only the scores of prealphabetic children, that is, those who scored at chance levels on the test of phonetic cue reading (N=34), were included in this analysis. Letter naming accuracy, letter naming speed, the pretest version of the TPI, the TOPA, the Yopp-Singer, and the nursery rhyme task were proffered as predictor variables. However, only the TPI pretest (ß = -.47) entered the equation as a significant predictor at the .05 level of probability. The TPI accounted for a multiple correlation of .47 and explained 19% of the adjusted variance in performance on Trials (see Table 8 ). Identical results were obtained using the forward selection and backward elimination multiple regression procedures. The use of multiple regression analysis is questionable with such a lim-JLR ited sample (N = 34) and because the data yielded an L-shaped distribuMurray, Smith, tion, which tends to exaggerate estimates of statistical significance. Accorded Murray ingly, we reconfigured the data into three categories representing immediate learning (1 trial), rapid learning (2-8 trials), or difficult learning (9-18 trials). Table 9 shows the frequency of cases for each group. The categorized data were reanalyzed to determine their Spearman ranked intercorrelations, as shown in Table 10 . Only the correlation between the TPI and Trials reached significance at the conservative .01 alpha level. However, a t test of the equality of two correlation coefficient values using related samples comparing the correlation of the TPI and Trials (p = -.47) and the correlation of the Yopp-Singer and Trials (p = -.38) failed to reveal a significant difference {t = .51, NS).
Discussion
This study was designed to test the validity of the Test of Phoneme Identities by comparing kindergartners' performance on the TPI with performance on two other popular measures of phoneme awareness, with other known literacy predictors (measures of nursery rhyme knowledge and letter recognition), and with a measure of rudimentary decoding. We also studied the potential of a group of prealphabetic readers for acquiring alphabetic insight, the understanding that letters in written words cue phonemes in spoken words. In this crucial comparison, we compared the ability of the phoneme awareness tests to predict the number of lessons preal- phabetic kindergartners would require to gain alphabetic insight, as shown by the consistent use of initial letters to distinguish rhyming printed words. When given to an unscreened sample of 97 kindergarten children with varying degrees of emergent reading ability, each of the three phoneme awareness measures showed a strong relationship with alphabetic insight.
J L R The Test of Phonological Awareness (r = .62), the Yopp-Singer SegmentaTest of tion Test (r = .60), and the Test of Phoneme Identities (r=.58) all correlate Phoneme around the .6 mark with the test of phonetic cue reading, a measure of Identities alphabetic insight. This level of predictive precision proved greater than either accuracy (r = .52) or speed (r = -.45) of letter naming, two traditional measures of reading potential. All correlations of phoneme awareness measures with rudimentary decoding were well above the range of .3 to .5 typical with IQ tests in the early elementary grades (Stanovich, 1986) .
Eliminating all children who showed evidence of consistent phonetic cue reading ability yielded much different results. With 34 prealphabetic readers (Ehri, 1998) , the strongest correlations with rudimentary decoding were with letter naming accuracy (r = .58) and knowledge of nursery rhymes (r = .41), variables closely tied to enriched home literacy experience. No phoneme awareness test explained more than 12% of the variability of alphabetic insight in these prealphabetic readers. It is with these prealphabetic readers that prediction is critical; these are the children at risk for reading delay.
Because we expect a phoneme awareness test to predict the ease of decoding acquisition in prealphabetic readers, the correlation of a test with existing code knowledge is not particularly informative. To assess the validity of a phoneme awareness test, we need to examine its power to forecast children's ease or difficulty in achieving alphabetic insight. To measure this potential for learning to decode, we counted the number of teaching trials it required prealphabetic kindergartners to learn to use the letters S and M to distinguish rhyming printed words like SIX and MIX. Phonetic cue reading, decoding initial or boundary letters, is the first step in using the alphabet, a step that had been taken by two-thirds of our kindergarten participants. For these beginning readers, phonetic cue reading manifested 
The TPI (r = -.47) proved most accurate in predicting the number of trials it would take to teach children to distinguish rhyming words by us-JLR ing their first letters, followed by the Yopp-Singer (r = -.44). In a stepwise Murray, Smith, multiple regression analysis, only the TPI explained a significant amount & Murray of variation in the best fitting regression equation for explaining alphabetic insight. Thus the TPI proved superior to two competitive phoneme awareness tests for assessing prealphabetic readers' potential for learning the alphabetic code, explaining 19% of the variance in the number of Trials to alphabetic insight. These data suggest that the TPI may be a better indicator of potential to gain alphabetic insight than either the TOPA or the Yopp-Singer. This finding should be viewed cautiously. Though we assessed nearly a hundred kindergarten children, only 34 children qualified for the dynamic assessment of learning by scoring at chance levels on the test of phonetic cue reading. These children were prealphabetic in their understanding of written language (Ehri, 1998) ; they did not consistently use even the beginning letters in printed words to cue phonemes in pronunciations. Given the available population of kindergarten children and the limited resources available to the study, these were all the prealphabetic kindergarten children available for participation. Using categorized data and a nonparametric statistic, the Spearman rank-order correlation, only the TPI (r = .47) was significantly correlated with Trials at a conservative .01 alpha level, though the difference between this correlation and the correlation of the YoppSinger (r -.38) with Trials was not statistically significant.
The relatively low number of children whose scores could be included in the regression of phoneme awareness measures on trials to acquisition of alphabetic insight suggests teachers and researchers should view TPI scores with caution. Longitudinal studies with larger numbers of children would be helpful in verifying the results of this study. Children could be tested with the TPI, the TOPA, the Yopp-Singer, and a test of phonetic cue reading at the beginning of the kindergarten year, and prealphabetic children could be periodically retested (perhaps weekly) with simple measures of phonetic cue reading until they demonstrated alphabetic insight (reliable differentiation of rhyming printed words using the beginning letter). The number of weeks to alphabetic insight could serve as a measure J L R of decoding potential in a regression analysis of beginning-of-the-year
Test of predictors of alphabetic insight. Such a study might include a wider range Phoneme of predictors (e.g., measures of oral language development or general inIdentities tellectual ability) and assess beginning reading ability in other ways (e.g., inventing phonemic spellings, reading graded passages, or decoding simple pseudowords).
Predictive validity is not the only consideration in selecting a phoneme awareness test to be used with young children. Any test used with young children should be developmentally appropriate: It should have simple instructions for children to follow, and it should not overtax children's working memory or attention span. Ideally, it should appeal to children's interests. The TPI takes the form of a "repeating game" in which the child echoes first a playful sentence and then a phoneme presented explicitly by the examiner. For example, the examiner says, "Say: Your shoelace is loose"; when the child repeats the sentence, the examiner continues, "Now say /OO/." Only then is the child asked to test two words from the sentence for the phoneme, for example, in response to the question, "Do you hear /OO/ in lace or loose?" Because the question is a forced choice, children can guess even if they don't know the answer, and thus avoid the embarrassment of having no answer. Unlike other tests of phoneme awareness, the T PI does not require children to follow complicated directions or pronounce phonemes in isolation without an examiner model, nor does it make excessive demands on a child's working memory resources. The test requires little in the way of materials or expense, and examiners can learn to administer the test with little or no training.
The TPI systematically covers 38 distinct phoneme identities in both pretest and posttest versions. This permits teachers to determine which phonemes children recognize in word contexts and which they do not. For example, children may recognize the more salient consonant phonemes but fail to recognize obscure short vowels. These children will likely have difficulties if short vowels are introduced in early phonics lessons without explicit teaching about their phoneme identities.
The results of the present study are consistent with the conclusion of Byrne and Fielding-Barnsley (1989 ,1990 ,1991 and of Murray (1998) that there are two distinct types of phoneme awareness: phoneme identity knowledge and phoneme manipulation ability. Phoneme identity knowledge is the recognition of particular phonemes in the context of spoken words. Phoneme manipulation ability is skill in blending phonemes into words and segmenting words into phonemes. In this validation study, phoneme identity knowledge was directly assessed by the TPI, which requires children to recognize explicitly presented phonemes in words. Phoneme ma-J L R nipulation ability was measured by the Yopp-Singer Segmentation Test, Murray, Smith, which requires children to pronounce the sequence of phonemes in spo-& Murray ken words. In this study, phoneme identity knowledge rather than segmentation ability was implicated in the learning potential of prealphabetic readers. Phoneme manipulation ability appears to be a more sophisticated achievement that accompanies early growth in word identification and spelling. Finally, this study indicates that phoneme awareness can be taught to prealphabetic readers. Of 34 kindergartners unable to use initial letters as phonetic cues, all but 4 learned phonetic cues for the letters M and S in a single session. These lessons were quite direct and explicit. Many children do not learn phoneme identities by practice alone. Just as Durkin (1979) found teachers testing reading comprehension instead of teaching it, what passes for phoneme awareness instruction is usually manipulation practice: blending, segmentation, or word-to-word matching with an unrestricted set of phonemes that have never been explicitly taught to children. The success of children in this study depended on teaching phonemes one at a time and making each phoneme familiar before asking children to practice finding the phoneme in word contexts.
Unlike earlier explicit phoneme identity teaching studies (Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1989 ,1990 ,1991 Murray, 1998 ), children were not given a brief lesson that ended on schedule whether or not anything had been learned. Instead, children whose performance showed they had not learned phoneme identities received additional and varied explanations and practice activities until they attained alphabetic insight (or until reasonable efforts for one day had been exhausted). Children who do not come easily to phoneme awareness may require such creative but relentless instruction to gain alphabetic insight.
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Test of Phoneme Identities
by teaching them phoneme identification skills. In L.B. Resnick & P.A. Weaver (Eds.), Theory and practice of early reading (Vol. 3, Note: Interspersed throughout this lesson are testing slots 1-17. At these points in the lesson, the participants will be tested for alphabetic insight. A card with one printed word from each pair will be set before the student, and the student will be asked, for example, "Is this might or sight!" If the question is answered correctly, the next card will be tendered, to a criterion of 5 consecutive correct responses. If the student answers incorrectly on any item, the examiner will return to the next lesson segment. When the student reaches the criterion of 5 consecutive correct responses (or when an item is failed on Test 17), the lessons and tests are completed. Materials: Card stock capitals 5 and M; primary paper and pencil; Open Court sound cards for S and M; Fritz puppet and Stretch figure; ordered set of cards with words beginning with 5 and M.
Teaching Segment 1. Frame general concept: We are going to learn about two sounds that we use over and over in all of the words we say. You are going to learn these sounds so well that you will be able to find them in any word. When you learn the letters that we use to write these sounds, finding the sounds will help you learn to read. 
